The  United  Arab  Republic  is  waging  a  war  of  calumny  against 
the  Kennedy  Administration  as  an  aftermath  of  the  assassination  of 
patrice  Lumumba. 

The  people  of  Asia  and  Africa  are  being  incited  to  hate  America 
in  a  campaign  which  links  our  country  with  Lumumba’s  murderers. 
Vilification  pours  out  over  Cairo  Radio,  and  President  Nasser  has 
contributed  to  this  oratorical  violence. 

In  a  speech  at  Damascus  on  Feb.  22,  he  declared: 

“If  Lumumba  was  killed,  then  who  is  the  killer?  The  first  killer  is 
Tshombe.  Above  him  comes  the  first  imperialist  agent  Kasavubu,  and 
above  Kasavubu  comes  imperialism. 

“If  America  supported  Kasavubu  after  the  assassination  of  Lumumba 
then  America  cannot  be  other  than*  Kasavubu’s  partner  in  his  crime. 
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Otherwise,  why  should  America  support  Kasavubu?” 

Cairo's  outbursts  were  precipitated  when  President  Kennedy 
and  Secretary  of  State  Rusk  condemned  unilateral  intervention 
in  the  Congo. 

The  day  after  Lumumba’s  death  was  disclosed,  the  Soviet  Union 
recognized  the  S-.anleyville  regime  headed  by  Antoine  Gizenga, 
Lumumba’s  Communist-trained  deputy.  It  terminated  recognition 
of  UN  Sec.  Gen.  Dag  Hammarskjold  and  called  for  UN  withdrawal 
from  the  Congo. 

Cairo  followed  Moscow’s  lead  and  became  the  first  so-called 
“neutralist”  nation  to  recognize  Gizenga.  Since  the  UN  has  seated 
President  Kasavubu  as  the  representative  of  the  Congo,  the  Soviet- 
UAR  recognition  of  Gizenga  threatens  to  turn  the  Congo  into 
another  Korea. 

On  Feb.  15,  President  Kennedy  vigorously  upheld  the  UN  and 
|warned  the  USSR  against  unilateral  intervention.  Both  he  and 
"Ambassador  Stevenson  spoke  in  language  which  helped  to  restore 
UN  authority  and  prestige. 

In  an  allusion  to  the  Moscow-Cairo  recognition  of  Gizenga, 
President  Kennedy  again  reaffirmed  U.  S.  recognition  of  Kasavubu. 
He  pointedly  declared  that  the  reported  recognition  of  Congolese 
factions  as  so-called  governments  in  other  parts  of  that  divided 
country  can  only  confuse  and  make  more  difficult  the  task  of  securing 
Congolese  independence  and  unity. 

The  President  singled  out  no  nation.  The  following  day,  in 
testimony  bef  a  closed  session  of  the  House  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs,  Secre  y  of  State  Rusk  made  it  clear  that  the  President’s 
statement  applied  to  the  UAR  as  well  as  to  the  Soviet  Union.  It; 
is  reported  that  he  told  the  Committee  that  both  the  UAR  and  the 
USSR  were  playing  a  dangerous  game,  that  the  USSR  was  trying 
to  use  the  UAR  as  a  channel  to  penetrate  Africa.  He  said  the 
greatest  danger  would  arise  if  Cairo  sent  arms  to  Gizenga. 

Cairo's  Explosive  Reoction 

On  Feb.  17,  Cairo  Radio  said  that  Secretary  Rusk’s  speech  was 
“full  of  threats  and  attacks  against  the  UAR  ...  Rusk  wanted  to 
begin  his  duties  by  attacking  the  UAR.”  It  accused  Sec. .  Gen. 
Hammarskjold  of  an  “ugly  crime”  against  the  Congo. 

On  Feb.  16,  Cairo  Radio  tried  to  link  the  United  States  with 
Lumumba’s  assassination. 

“There  is  evidence  that  the  American  attache  in  Leopoldville  had 

participated  with  Belgian  imperialism  in  spending  thousands  of  dollars 
k  on  Mobuto  and  his  gang,  'paving  the  way  for  the  slaughter  of 
W  Lumumba.”  , 
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Suez  Transit.  A  report  published  in 
The  Arab  Review,  Dec.  1960  shows 
that  in  the  month  of  January  19S8, 
26  Russian  ships  passed  through  the 
Suez  Canal  compared  with  56  U.  S. 
ships.  In  Jan.  1960,  the  number  of 
Soviet  ships  using  the  canal  had  in¬ 
creased  to  45  and  U.  S.  ships  had  de¬ 
creased  to  31. 

Meanwhile,  improvements  to  the 
canal  are  being  financed  by  a  $56  mil¬ 
lion  World  Bank  loan,  granted  to  the 
UAR  in  Dec.  1959. 

Boycott.  Ceylon  Prime  Minister  Mrs. 
Sirimavo  Bandaranaike  has  announced 
the  withdrawal  of  Ceylon’s  envoy  to 
Israel,  explaining  that  the  move  was 
taken  “with  a  view  to  strengthening 
Ceylon’s  relations  with  Arab  countries.” 

In  Amsterdam,  Dutch  government 
officials  criticized  a  UAR  threat  to 
blacklist  Dutch  shipping.  Debating  the 
question  in  Parliament,  State  Secretary 
Dr.  Hendrik  Vanhouten  condemned 
Dutch  exporters  who  yield  to  Arab 
pressure  in  order  to  do  business  with 
the  UAR.  Members  of  Parliament 
had  expressed  anxiety  over  the  UAR 
demands  and  called  on  Foreign  Min¬ 
ister  Dr.  Joseph  Luns  to  reject  ffie  Arab 
warnings  and  to  extend  credit  facilities 
to  Dutch  firms  trading  with  Israel. 

Break  with  Belgium.  President  Nasser 
has  ordered  the  seizure  of  all  Belgian 
properties  in  the  UAR  in  answer  to 
Belgium’s  breaking  off  of  diplomatic 
relations  on  Feb.  25. 

Al-Ahram,  influential  Cairo  news¬ 
paper,  reports  that  407  Belgian  na¬ 
tionals  in  the  UAR  wjll  be  deported 
and  that  eight  members  of  the  Belgian 
diplomatic  mission  have  already  been 
told  to  leave. 

Bel^um  severed  ties  with  the  UAR 
following  the  wrecking  of  its  embassy 
in  Cairo  on  Feb.  13,  by  pro-Lumiim- 
bists.  Belgium  complained  that  Egyp¬ 
tian  authorities  did  nothing  to  halt  the 
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On  Feb.  20,  Cairo  Radio  charged 
that  American  policy  continued  to  give 
complete  support  to  the  “imperialists 
and  absolute  recklessness  in  all  human 
values.”  And  on  the  same  day,  Al- 
Akhbar  said:  “If  America  comes  to  its 
senses,  it  will  hear  the  indignant  voices 
from  all  directions  and  realize  the  ex¬ 
tent  to  which  its  prestige  and  reputation 
have  been  degraded.” 

There  were  demonstrations  in  Cairo 
against  the  American  embassy  and 
Egyptian  mobs  inflicted  damage  on  the 
U.S.  library  and  information  office  and 
burned  American  cars.  Zygamont  Na- 
gorski,  a  U.S.  information  officer,  was 
arrested  on  Feb.  18,  because,  Cairo 
Radio  explained,  he  distributed  leaflets 
which  did  not  carry  the  seal  of  the 
American  Embassy  and  which  sup¬ 
ported  American  policies  in  the  Congo. 

Ominously,  Nasser  has  suddenly  re¬ 
opened  his  old  campaigns  against  both 
'^Lebanon  and  Jordan.  In  Damascus, 
on  Feb.  23,  Nasser  proclaimed  the  end 
of  “the  policy  of  clemency  and  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  policy  of  exposing  agents, 
be  they  within  the  Lebanese  govern¬ 
ment  or  within  the  shelter  of  the  im¬ 
perialist  embassies  in  Beirut.” 

•  •  * 

A  Reversal?  But  at  the  UN,  the  UAR 
found  itself  isolated  and  it  was  com¬ 
pelled  to  Ireverse  the  position  it  advo¬ 
cated  and  forced  on  other  African 
countries  |at  Casablanca  in  January. 

Originally,  Cairo  wanted  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  Congo  UN  force  because  it 
provided  ’an  opportunity  to  extend  its 
influence 'there.  Nasser  regarded  Lu¬ 
mumba  as  a  natural  ally. 

But  when  the  UN  seated  Kasavubu 
and  rejected  Limumba,  Nasser  decided 
to  pull  out.  He  complained  that  UAR 
troop4  were  being  used,  not  to  aid  Lu¬ 
mumba,  but  to  aid  Lumumba’s  foes. 

Nasser  then  staged  the  Casablanca 
conference  to  pressure  the  UN  to  change 
its  ways.  The  UAR,  Guinea  and  Mali 
withdrew  their  men. 

The  campaign  failed.  Although 
Ghana 'participated  in  the  Casablanca 
conference,  Kwame  Nkrumah  refused 
to  withdraw  its  forces.  The  commander 
of  the  Moroccan  UN  contingent,  Gen. 
Ben  Hammou  Kettani,  complained  to 
his  government  that  it  was  wrong  to 
pull  out.  Meanwhile,  Moscow  and 
Cairo  were  rebuffed  by  the  Sudanese 
when  they  sought  to  use  that  country 
as  a  route  through  which  to  send  sup¬ 
plies  to  Lumumba. 

The  assassination  of  Lumumba 
threatened  both  Africa  and  the  UN  with 
catastrophe.  African  and  Asian  leaders 
realized  that  Moscow’s  anti-UN  posi¬ 
tion  menaced  the  world  parliament 


which  had  helped  them  win  their  inde¬ 
pendence  and  which  was  now  a  forum 
for  its  defense.  India  and  Nigeria  re¬ 
sisted  Moscow’s  pressure.  The  strong 
words  which  came  froni  Washington 
reinforced  them.  African  nations  which 
had  been  working  for  conciliation  in 
the  Congo  reaffirmed  their  support. 

The  UAR  found  itself  almost  alone. 
In  a  startling  about-face  it  joined  with 
Ceylon  and  Liberia  in  a  resolution  to 
give  the  UN  larger  powers. 

There  has  been  widespread  satisfac¬ 
tion  over  the  outcome.  It  is  interpreted 
as  a  victory  for  the  UN  and  a  defeat 
for  Moscow.  But  was  it? 

The  celebration  may  be  premature. 
The  UN  resolution  is  unprecedented. 
For  the  first  time,  it  is  authorized  to 
intervene  in  a  country  to  prevent  civil 
war.  Can  it  carry  out  this  mandate? 
Will  the  troops  be  forthcoming?  The 
resolution  left  much  to  be  desired.  It 
failed  to  uphold  Hammarskjold  and 
Kasavubu.  More  important,  the  reso¬ 
lution  failed  to  ban  shipment  of  ma¬ 
terials  to  the  Congo,  a  prohibition 
which  the  United  States  wanted  and 
which  the  UAR  opposed.  This  means 
that  the  UAR,  which  earlier  denied 
that  it  had  been  sending  arms  to  Lu¬ 
mumba  forces,  may  now  feel  free  to  do 
so.  One  day  after  the  resolution  was 
adopted,  Nasser  indicated  that  he  would. 

It  has  been  reported  that  the  UAR 
has  supplied  as  much  as  two  million 
Eg)rptian  pounds  to  the  rebel  forces  and 
these,  well-financed  and  well-armed,  are 
gaining  strength  under  cover  of  the  UN 
resolution. 

The  Congo  has  been  convulsed  by 
chaos.  Kasavubu  has  repeatedly  charged 
that  the  UN  mission,  under  the  com¬ 
mand  of  India’s  Rajeshwar  Dayal,  has 
been  guilty  of  complicity  with  the  Gi- 
zenga  regime,  and  it  is  an  ironic  and 
paradoxical  fact  that  most  of  the  clashes 
following  adoption  of  the  UN  resolu¬ 
tion  involved  the  UN  and  Kasavubu. 

Postmortem.  In  Washington,  the  de¬ 
bate  over  Nasser’s  role  continues — as 
it  has  ever  since  he  came  to  power, 
years  ago.  Some  diplomats  profess  to 
regard  him  as  a  penitent  prodigal  who 
had  the  statesmanship  and  prudence  to 
dissociate  himself  from  Moscow.  It 
proves,  they  maintain,  that  he  is  not 
incorrigible,  and  some  day,  if  only  we 
can  be  patient,  be  will  smile  in  our 
direction.  His  current  anti-American 
outbursts  are  explained  as  an  outlet  to 
compensate  him  for  reversals. 

But  Nasser’s  anti-American  tirades 
are  not  merely  for  the  ears  of  Egyp¬ 
tians.  They  are  being  broadcast  over 
Africa  and  Asia.  Nasser  wars  on  the 
West  because  he  believes  that  he  be¬ 
comes  stronger  by  making  Washington 
weaker. 
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Ever  since  the  creation  of  Israel''^  . 
1948,  Honists  have  been  engaged 
prolonged  discussion  on  the  future  ta'^‘  > 
of  the  Zionist  movement.  In  its  simp’  ,f  r 
terms,  the  issue  is:  What  becomes  oii^a 
movement  which  seemingly  has  attaii.<!  J 
its  major  objective?  Should  it  be  c  ^ 
tinued?  In  what  form?  And  for  what 
purpose? 

This  is  a  decision  which  the  Zionist 
movement,  itself,  has  to  make.  It  is 
impossible  to  attempt  a  comprehensive 
discussion  of  these  issues  in  these 
pages.  Nevertheless,  Life  magazine 
omnisciently  entered  the  debate,  on 
Feb.  17,  with  a  lead  editorial  called 
“Crisis  in  Zionism,”  which  disposes  of 
the  Zionist  movement  in  some  924  well- 
chosen  words  and  half-a-dozen  gratu¬ 
itous  innuendoes. 

Much  of  the  controversy  arises  over 
semantics.  What  is  meant  by  the  term 
“Zionism?”  There  has  always  been  a 
difference  of  opinion. 

The  historic  goal  of  Zionism  was  the 
restoration  of  a  Jewish  state  in  Pal¬ 
estine.  In  the  beginning,  Jews  were 
divided  on  the  wisdom  or  practicality 
of  this  undertaking.  But,  with  the  rise 
of  Hitlerism,  Zionists  and  non-Zionists 
closed  ranks  and  united  in  working  for 
the  goal  of  Jewish  statehood.  ^ 

This  cooperation  continued  ...i.er 
Israel  was  established.  The  overwhelm¬ 
ing  majority  of  American  Jews  helped 
Israel  to  take  in  Jewish  refugees  and  to 
develop  her  economy.  There  has  been 
little  difference  between  Zionists  and 
non-Zionists  on  these  issues.  And  non- 
Zionists  have,  in  fact,  headed  major 
agencies  concerned  with  these  prob¬ 
lems. 


♦ 
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David  Ben-Gurion,  Israel’s  Prime  ; 
Minister,  has  always  welcomed  the  gen¬ 
erous  support  Israel  has  received  from  i 
American  Jews.  But,  Mr.  Ben-Gurion 
wants  Jews  from  the  West  to  settle  in 
Israel  and  he  believes  that  what  differ¬ 
entiates  a  Zionist'from  a  non-Zionist  is 
that  a  true  Zionist  should  come  to 
Israel  to  live. 

Which  leads  Life  to  record  that: 

'The  crisis  of  Zionism  affects  all 
who  reject  Ben  Gurion’s  ‘ingather¬ 
ing  definition’.” 

Brandels  Vlow.  Most  American  Zion¬ 
ists  never  accepted  Mr.  Ben-Gurion’s 
definition.  Supreme  Court  Justice  Louis 
D.  Brandeis,  who  was  president  of  the 
Zionist  Organization  of  America,  ^said 
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in  New  York  in  1915: 

“Zionism  seeks  to  establish  in  Pal¬ 
estine,  for  such  Jews  as  choose  to 
go  and  remain  there,  and  for  their 
descendants,  a  legally  secured 
»  home,  where  they  may  live  to- 
t/'  g/  her  and  lead  a  Jewish  life, 

I  whiere  they  may  expect  ultimately 
to  constitute  a  majority  of  the  pop¬ 
ulation,  and  may  look  forward  to 
what  we  should  call  home  rule.” 

As  Justice  Brandeis  saw  it,  this  was 
not  a  movement  to  require  any  one  to 
go  to  Palestine. 

“It  is  essentially  a  movement  to 
give  to  the  Jew  more,  not  less  free¬ 
dom;  it  aims  to  enable  the  Jews  to 
exercise  the  same  right  now  exer¬ 
cised  by  practically  every  other 
people  in  the 'world;  to  live  at 
their  option  either  in  the  land  of 
their  fathers  or  in  some  other  coun- 
•  try....” 

American  Zionists  could  express 
their  views  and  aspirations  freely  in  an 
America  which  always  respected  and 
cherished  a  diversity  of  cultures.  A 
Zionist  could  work  for  Jewish  nation¬ 
alism  just  as  a  Czech  or  an  Irishman 
worked  for  a  free  Czechoslovakia  or  a 
free  Ireland.  But  it  was  different  where 
dictatorial  regimes  imposed  their  views 
and  demanded  that  citizens  either  con- 
^^form  or  emigrate.  In  such  lands,  the 
^^^ionist  identified  his  personal  future 
,  with  the  Jewish  state. 

"  ^  Now,  it  is  true,  as  Life  points  out, 

that  Zionism  gained  adherents  because 
^  Jews  were  persecuted  and  needed  sanc¬ 
tuary.  But  no  Zionist,  neither  American 
nor  Israeli,  will  accept  Life’s  super¬ 
ficial  postulate  that: 

“Israel  was  founded  on  extreme¬ 
ly  pessimistic  assumptions  and  is  a 
symbol  of  flight  and  suffering.  In 
a  modem  democracy  the  danger  of 
anti-Semitism  needs  to  be  com¬ 
batted,  not  fled.” 

Zionism  was  a  positive  movement, 
not  a  negative  one.  It  aimed  to  restore 
and  strengthen  an  ancient  civilization  in 
the  land  of  its  birth — not  merely  to 
create  a  haven  for  the  homeless. 

As  Justice  Brandeis  put  it,  in  the 
same  1915  speech: 

“The  Zionists  seek  to  establish 
this  home  in  Palestine  because  they 
are  convinced  that  the  undying 
longing  of  Jews  for  Palestine  is  a 
faa  of  deepest  significance;  that  it 
is  a  manifestation  in  the  struggle 
for  existence  by  an  ancient  people 
which  has  established  its  right  to 
live,  a  people  whose  three  thousand 
years  of  civilization  has  produced 
a  faith,  culture  and  individuality 
which  enable  it  to  contribute  large¬ 
ly  in  the  future,  as  it  has  in  the 
past,  to  the  advance  of  civilization; 


and  that  it  is  not  a  right  merely  but 
a  duty  of  the  Jewish  nationality  to 
survive  and  develop.  They  believe 
. . .  that  by  securing  for  those  Jews 
who  wish  to  settle  Uiere  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  do  so,  not  only  those  Jews 
but  ail  other  Jews  will  be  bene¬ 
fited.” 

Thus,  American  Zionists  always  re¬ 
garded  the  future  Jewish  state  as  a 
factor  for  Jewish  survival,  not  only  in 
Israel  but  everywhere.  It  would  strength¬ 
en  the  position  of  the  Jew  because  it 
would  enrich  his  culture  and  civiliza¬ 
tion,  and  it  would  also  enhance  his 
security  and  buttress  him  against  anti- 
Semitic  attack.  Many  Zionists  believed 
that  the  lack  of  a  national  homeland 
contributed  to  insecurity;  they  argued 
that  if  Jews  had  a  place  to  go  as  of 
right  they  would  not  be  regarded  with 
suspicion  and  distrust  as  a  homeless, 
wandering  people. 

Zionism  never  considered  itself  an 
escapist  movement  in  flight  from  anti- 
Semitism.  On  the  contrary,  it  saw  the 
restoration  of  Jewish  dignity  and  status 
as  an  effective  weapon  against  anti- 
Semitism  no  matter  where  it  might 
manifest  itself. 

This  was  no  mere  theory.  In  the 
post-war  period  Zionists  fought  not  only 
for  a  Jewish  state  in  Palestine  but  also 
for  the  right  of  Jews  to  live  freely  as 
citizens  wherever  they  might  be.  The 
American  Jewish  Conference,  which 
consisted  of  both  21ionist  and  non- 
Zionist  organizations,  was  constituted 
in  1943  to  project  that  program  at  all 
international  gatherings  in  the  post-war 
settlements. 

«  *  « 

Many  years  ago,  long  before  Israel 
was  established,  it  was  said  that  the 
colonization  of  Jewish  Palestine  would 
differ  from  all  classic  colonizations. 
Always  in  the  past,  the  motherland  ex¬ 
ploited  the  colony  economically,  while 
the  colony  exploited  the  motherland 
culturally.  In  the  case  of  Jewish  Pales¬ 
tine,  it  was  said,  the  colony  would 
depend  on  the  Jewish  Diaspora  for 
economic  support,  but  Jews  everywhere 
would  derive  cultural  and  spiritual  in¬ 
spiration  from  the  new  center  of  Jewish 
renascence.  But  cultural  exchange  needs 
to  be  stimulated.  And,  perhaps,  this, 
as  much  as  any  other  task,  is  the  major 
function  of  the  Zionist  movement  in  the 
future. 

Peace  Is  The  Goal.  Life  writes: 

“The  State  of  Israel,  for  all  its 
precarious  economics,  is  now  a  go¬ 
ing  concern.” 

This  is  certainly  the  case.  Last 
Slimmer,  President  Kennedy  said  that 


“Israel  is  here  to  stay.”  Life  magazine 
carried  an  excellent  editorial  to  the 
same  effect  early  in  1956,  when  it  cau¬ 
tioned  President  Nasser  of  Egypt  to 
accept  the  reality  of  Israel’s  existence. 
Most  Americans  would  concur  in  the 
hope  that  Israel  is  here  not  only  to  stay 
but  to  grow  and  prosper,  l^ut  it  is  a 
long  way  from  economic  balance  and, 
most  crucial,  it  is  a  long  way  from 
peace.  That  is  the  most  startling  omis¬ 
sion  front  Life’s  discussion.  As  long  as 
the  Arab  states  persist  in  a  war  against 
Israel,  her  friends  in  this  country  must 
meet  the  challenge  of  Arab  propaganda, 
which  works  to^ndermine  Israel,  to  cut 
American  aid  to  Israel,  to  alienate 
American  friendship  for  Israel,  and  to 
besmirch  and  thus  attenuate  the  rela¬ 
tions  between  American  Jews  and  Israel. 

On  Feb.  21,  in  a  speech  at  Damascus, 
President  Nasser  said:  I 

j  “The  day  of  reckoning  is  growing 
near,  and  the  United  Arab  Republic 
will  drive  the  first  nail  into  Israel’s 
coflSn  and  destroy  the  Zionists  be¬ 
fore  they  succeed  in  conquering  the 
Arabs.” 

Thus,  while  it  may  be  true  that  the 
Zionist  goal  has  been  reached,  the  full 
Zionist  program  will  not  be  really  and 
securely  carried  out  until  J  Israel  is 
assured  of  peace  and  tranquility. 

It  may  be  argued  that  these  two 
functions  need  not  be  the  exclusive  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  the  Zionist  movement. 
Zionists  will  agree  for  they  will  say  that 
these  are  the  responsibilities  of  all  Jews, 
whether  they  are  Zionists^r  not.  One 
does  not  have  to  be  a  |Zlonist  to  be 
concerned  about  continued  Americ^ 
friendship  for  Israel  or  the  renascenjee 
of  Jewish  culture.  Non^Zionists  have 
been  active  in  both  efforts.  Thus,  non- 
21ionists  today  are  joined  with  Zionists 
in  strengthening  the  efforts  and  program 
of  the  American  Israel  Public  Affairs 
Committee  in  Washington.  Names  and 
organizational  forms  are  not  themselves 
of  paramount  importance.  An  actjve 
movement  or  agency  will  make  adji^t- 
ments  to  meet  new  and  changing  re¬ 
sponsibilities.  What  is  important  is.  to 
recognize  that  there  are  still  responsi¬ 
bilities,  and  that  the  Zionist  movement 
is  vitally  concerned  with  discharging 
them.  American  Jewish  friends  of  Israel 
have  every  sound  reason  to  maintain 
their  natural  ties  with  that  country,  and 
those  who  counsel  severance  of  those 
ties  are  unaware  of  the  past  and  much 
too  casual  about  the  future. 

•  •  • 

Life  apparently  believes  that  the 
Zionist  movement  as  such  is  finished 
.  It  keeps  on  referring  to  its  “successor.” 
Thus,  Life  writes: 

“Ever  since  Harry  Truman  helped 
the  Zionists  overthrow  the  British 
{Turn  the  page) 
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Mandate  in  Palestine,  -American 
Zionism  has  had  an  occasionally 
distorting  influence  on  U.  S.  for¬ 
eign  policy  in  the  Middle  East,  and 
even  more  on  the  Arab  inteipreta- 
tion  of  it.  We  hope  that  wUl  not 
be  true  of  Zionism’s  successor.” 
That  statement  could  stimulate 
lengthy  rejoinder.  Our  own  eye-witness 
recollection  is  that  it  wasn’t  the  Zionists 
or  Harry  Truman  or  the  Arabs  who 
ended  the  British  Mandate.  It  was  just 
about  everybody.  It  was  doomed  the 
day  Ernest  Bevin  brought  the  issue  to 
the  UN,  for,  although  that  body  may 
have  been  divided  on  the  issue  of  the 
future  government  in  Palestine,  it  was 
unanimously  in  favor  of  the  swiftest 
possible  termination  of  the  British 
regime. 

We’re  not  sure  what  Life  means 
when  it  says  that  American  Zionism 
has  had  an  “occasionally  distorting  in¬ 
fluence”  on  American  foreign  policy  in 
the  Middle  East. 

It  is  true,  of  course,  that  the  Zionists 
worked  hard  to  win  a  favorable  Ameri¬ 
can  policy.  That  was  a  proud  achieve¬ 
ment  for  which  they  owe  no  apologies. 
But  there  is  really  no  basis  for  the  con¬ 
tention  that  American  policy  has  been 
distorted  because  of  American  2^onism. 
That  is  a  propaganda  cliche.  The  truth 
is  that  the  major  purpose  of  Zionist 
effort  ever  since  1947  has  been  to  keep 
American  policy  consistent  and  firm 
and  to  challenge  the  pressures  of  those 
who  counseled  equivocation  and  re¬ 
versal.  The  climax  came  in  the  spring 
of  1948  when  the  U.  S.  delegation  at 
the  UN — much  to  the  surprise  of  Presi¬ 
dent  Truman  and  to  the  dismay  of 
American  Zionists — tried  to  substitute 
a  UN  trusteeship  plan  for  the  Partition 
resolution  which  the  United  States  had 
supported  in  the  fall  of  1947.  Zionists 
were  not  alone  in  their  successful  battle 
to  maintain  the  integrity  of  the  U.  S. 
position. 

«  •  • 


Life  concludes  its  discussion  with 
this  observation: 

“Whatever  its  special  mission  in 
history,  Israel  must  live  as  a  small 
Levantine  state.  Its  foreign  policy 
problems  are,  to  say  the  least,  dif¬ 
ferent  from  those  of  the  United 
States.  To  help  Israel  with  money 
and  sympathy  is  a  worthy  philan¬ 
thropy  for  an  American.  To  make 
Israel  a  political  cause  is,  or  should 
be,  to  live  in  Israel.” 

It  is  true  that  Israel  is  small,  and  its 
geography  makes  it  Levantine.  But  is 
it  really  true  that  Israel’s  foreign  policy 
problems  are  different  from  those  of 
the  United  States?  Both  are  joined  in 
the  struggle  for  peace  and  to  preserve 
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freedom.  Israel  has  a  firm  commitment 
to  democracy.  And  both  are  under 
attack  from  the  same  sources  and  for 
the  same  reasons.  If  Israel  is  under 
attack  by  Cairo  and  Moscow,  it  is  be¬ 
cause  Israel  is  an  obstacle — small  but 
sturdy — which  stands  in  the  path  of 
their  penetration  of  Africa  and  Asia. 
Denounced  as  an  agent  of  “imperial¬ 
ism”  Israel  is,  in  fact,  an  exhibit  of 
democracy  at  work. 

Many,  many  factors  will  determine 
who  will  win  the  fateful 'struggle  that  is 
now  being  waged  in  Africa.  One  of  the 
major  factors  will  be  the  success  or 
failure  of  our  efforts  to  prove  to  the 
leaders  of  new  nations  that  democracy 
is  the  best  way  for  all  peoples.  In  this 
sense,  the  success  or  failure  of  Israel 
has  vast  significance — not  just  for  the 
Jews  but  for  all  Americans. 

If  it  be  true  that  on  occasion  there 
are  foreign  policy  differences  between 
Israel  and  America,  they  are  rare  and 
inconsequential.  But  of  this  there  can 
be  little  doubt.  Israelis  and  Americans 
have  a  common  spiritual  legacy  which 
has  profoundly  influenced  the  course  of 
both  nations. 
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anti-Belgian  demonstration.  Last  De¬ 
cember,  Nasser  took  over  all  Belgian 
commercial  properties  in  Egypt  after 
President  Kasavubu’s  Congolese  govern¬ 
ment  severed  relations  with  the  UAR. 

Morocco  and  the  Jews.  The  uneasy 
position  of  the  Jews  in  Morocco  may 

change  for  the  better.  Four  days  be - 

fore  his  death  on  Feb.  25,  King  Mo¬ 
hammed  V,  at  his  own  request,  met 
«with  a  delegation  of  Moroccan  Jews 
and  agreed  to  end  travel  restrictions. 

The  King’s  decision,  however,  was 
modified  on  Feb.  22,  by  Interior  Min¬ 
ister  Embarek  Bekkai,  who  said  that 
Moroccan  Jews  could  travel  anywhere, 
except  Israel.  The  Minister  declared 
that  since  Morocco  did  not  recognize 
Israel,  Moroccan  passports  would  not 
be  valid  for  travel  to  that  country. 

He  emphasized  that  Moroccan  Jews 
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who  go  to  Israel  must  suffer  the  con¬ 
sequences — loss  of  property  and  cit¬ 
izenship.  The  death  of  the  King  has 
.aroused  fears  that  Morocco’s  leftward 
course  may  be  accelerated. 

DLF  For  Israel.  The  Development  Loan 
Fund  has  approved  a  loan  of  ^0  mil¬ 
lion  to  the  Industrial  Development 
Bank  of  Israel.  The  Israel  Bank  will 
use  the  funds  to  extend  credit  to  private 
enterprises  for  the  purchase  of  equip¬ 
ment  or  material  abroad. 

The  DLF  has  also  signed  an  agree¬ 
ment  to  lend  Israel  $6  million  to  finance 
purchase  of  American  equipment  '  / 
her  telephone  system. 

Direct  talks.  Sen.  Qair  Engle  (D- 
Calif.),  told  members  of  the  Zionist 
Organization  of  America  in  California, 

Feb.  18,  the  solution  of  the  Arab-Israel 
conflict  lies  in  the  “road  of  negotiations  1 
— and  both  parties  must  travel  to-  ] 
gether.”  1 

Sen.  Engle  called  for  a  realistic  re-  1 
appraisal  of  the  Arab  refugee  problem.  ' 

He  said:  i 

“It  is  a  fact  that  there  would  not 
have  been  a  single  Arab  refugee  from  " 
Palestine  if  the  Arab  states  had  ac¬ 
cepted  the  1947  UN  decision  and  had 
set  up  their  own  independent  state . . . 
Every  major  refugee  problem  has  been 
solved  in  the  past  by  resettlement.” 

Sen.  Engle  said  that  “if  the  Arab 
states  were  ready  to  resettle  Arabs  as 
Israel  had  resettled  Jews,  the  whole 
problem  could  be  quickly  solved.  Tlie 
Arabs  should  reco^ize  the  desirability 
of  a  population  e.xchange.” 
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